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WALT FARMER
Pages 1-2 Re: Good initiatives to pursue and bad initiative not to pursue.  Alternative formulation in this effort is highly complex.  Many suggestions for
alternatives or alternative features were made in the thousands of comments received.  A great deal of criticism was leveled at the current range of alternatives
because people did not like the way features were “mixed.”  At the same time, many people focused on features of alternatives that they liked, and features to
which they were opposed.  It is clear that for such complex issues there could be an infinite number of possible alternatives.  CEQ states that in such instances,
the agency need only consider a reasonable number of examples that cover the full spectrum of possible alternatives that meet the purpose and need (Question
1b, CEQ 40 Most-Asked Questions).  What constitutes a reasonable range depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case, where the proposal
is at the discretion of the agency.

The final selected alternative that is to be documented in a record of decision may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS.  Such
mixing can occur as long as the mixed features are consistent with one another, and as long as the features and their effects would not fall outside the range of
alternatives disclosed in the EIS (§1505.1(e)).  A finding as to that circumstance would be entirely appropriate in the record of decision, along with the
rationale, should the selected alternative not precisely correspond with one of the “mixes” evaluated in detail.

Conclusions drawn by commenters on “good” features versus “bad” features may be helpful to the decision maker.  However, absent any rationale that would
indicate a feature is not possible, all features will remain in the range of alternatives available for the decision.  Most actions that are entertained within the
range of alternatives have consequences one way or another, and these are disclosed to the necessary degree in the EIS.
Page 2.  Re: Species of special concern.  Please see page 125 in the DEIS.  The species and its presence are of sufficient concern to address possible impacts.
Page 2.  Re: Reference to studies regarding carrying capacity.  Work accomplished by biologists on defining the wildlife affected environment and the effects
of winter use on it are cognizant of the carrying capacity issue.  Such determinations include many factors other than those associated with winter use.  For this
reason, NPS holds to its determination that setting, or determining, carrying capacities is beyond the scope of this effort (see page 16 in the DEIS).  Steps are
being taken to make the winter use EIS analysis as consistent as possible with that of the Bison EIS/Plan.  NPS will clarify this issue as much as possible in the
final document.
Pages 2-3.  Re: Impacts of snowmobiles, and issues relating to safety, wildlife, natural resource damage, etc, are disclosed in the DEIS.  The reader can note the
differences in impact between the current condition (alternative A) and other alternatives that limit or eliminate snowmobile access in various areas of the
parks.  Alternative G provides for oversnow mass-transit access only.  NPS feels that access to the national parks is a key element in the purpose and need for
action, which is the major reason why total closure to motorized vehicles in the winter was considered but eliminated from detailed study.
Page 4.  Re: Economic hardships to gateway communities should not be determining factor.  The EIS presents a fair disclosure of impacts of winter use
alternatives, including social and economic effects.  There is no emphasis from NPS on economic impacts; the document and the process fulfil NEPA analysis
requirements.  It should be pointed out that cooperating agencies – primarily state and local government – are chiefly concerned about economic impacts on
local communities and such concerns have been given due consideration.  NPS is not responsible for the economic viability of the surrounding areas, but what
NPS might propose to do is certainly an issue that must be addressed in the EIS.  Consideration of impacts and other factors is in the purview of the decision
maker, who will select an alternative and provide rationale for that selection in a record of decision.  If certain uses are determined in the EIS to cause adverse
impacts on park resources and values, and if it is further determined by the decision maker that such impacts are contrary to law, executive order, regulation and
policy, then action must be taken.  Mitigation that is necessary to reduce an impact to the appropriate level, or elimination to get rid of the impact entirely, could
cause economic effects in local communities.  NPS maintains that the proximity of such communities to the parks will always represent opportunities as well as
risks for local businesses.


